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eet oS 
Dear Bretur EN, 
_ + THROUGH the indulgence of Heaven, we have had one more annual meet- 
ins. We trus¢ our national troubles will never be named by us, as an apology 
for the neglect of our religious privileges: while Providence shall grant us the 
means of grace and an opportunity to attend them. We have hada good season, 
and our hearts have heen made joyful and thankful in the house of Prayer. Se- 
Veral of our Churches have had pleasing additions to their number, all i 
their delight in religion, and that in the midst of the ravages of warin our and, 
they live in leve and peace among themselves. 

The subject appointed for our present Epistle, is Close Communion. We sin- 
cerely regret, that necessity urges the investigation of a subject, in which, Wes 
and some of our christian brethren, entertain different opinions. 

We are unwilling to wound the feelings of any who differ from us, Or mere] 
to gratify the prejudice of those, whose views correspond with our own. We 
hope we are influenced by better motives. A supreme regard to our divine Mas- 
ter, the great King of Zion, a love to the established order of his house, and & 
desire to promote the peace and prosperity of religious society in general, are, 
we trust, the principal springs of action in the preseat undertaking, Moreover, 
as the Corinthians compelled the Apostle Paul to a course of conduct, which, 
otherwise he would not have adopted ; so suffer us to remark, that our Christian 

srethren who dissent from us, have, by their severe censures, compelled us te 
defend our conduct, relative to the subject of Communion We believe, brethren, 
in the communion of Saints. We also consider, that this term is very properly 
used, ina comprehensive way, to represent the whole intercourse or divine com- 
munion that Christians have, with each other, in the fellow ship of the Gospel 5 
or in their participation of divine things. But even this communion, free and 
Seneral as it is, has, in the present state, its limits, or bounds. For we cannot 
exclude from the number of christians, all who differ from us, in their views of 
what we deem ehristian sentiment and practice; and yet on the other hand, if 
18 impossible we can have communion or fellowship with each other, in those sen- 
timents and practices, wherein we differ from, and even oppose one another. 

The dissentions among christians, have been gratifying to infidels.and painful 
to the friends of christianity; and it must be acknowledced. as it respects these 
things, that there is utterly a fault amongst us. But to w 10m, brethren, shall this 
fault be imputed? To what sect or party, shall the blame be attached? Let those 
Who are infallible in judgment, who are absolutely perfect in all their religious 
Sentiments and conduct, “cast the first stone.” Until such a society can be found, 
it behooves all, to exercise mutual forbearance and christian charity towards 
€ach other; even with respect to those things in which we can have no commu- 
nion: and as the period is not far distant when we shall be all of one way, let 
'8 endeavour previous to that happy season, to be all of one heart. 

But you are aware, brethren, the term Communion. is sometimes used in a 
more limited sense. All denominations of christians who attend to Gospel or- 
“laances, agree in applying it to the ordinance of the “Lord’s Supper. Indeed 
the Scripture so applies it. Read 1 Cor. x. 16. «The cup of blessing which 
We bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The bread which we 

reak, is it not the communion of the body of Christ ?” The word thus taken, is 
xpressive of the intercourse or communion, that experimental christians have, 
with Christ, and with each other, in this ordinance. It is to this view of th: 
subject, your attention is now invited. 
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the Apostles, held and maintained the sentiment and practice, commonly called 
close communionzor the communion of baptized persons only,in the Lord’s Supper’ 

On this account they have been very liberally reproached by their enemies, a” 
greatly blamed by some of their best friends, among unbaptized persons. Their 
conduct has been censured, as uncheritable, unchristian and cruel. 

Uncharitable, in that they would uot exercise forbearance and christian love 
to those who could not see (as it has been said) with their eyes. 

Unchristian, in that as Christ received persons unbaptized to spiritual com 
munion with him, no one without acting contrary to Christ, can refuse the® 
communion at his table. : 

Cruel, in that they would compel persons to be baptized according to their no 
tion of thatordinance,or refase them the privileges of church-membership,eh™ é | 
ordinances, and even (as some have said) the Kingdom of Heaven. : | 

The Baptistsreply, that the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper, is not in their | 

ent a testof christian love, or internal communion, between christians © | 


different denominations: so far from it, that we have uniformly exp 
utmost christian affection, for multitudes, with whom, we could not feel perfectly 
justifiable, in partaking that ordinance. ' fi 
We have ever manifested, the greatest confidence, in the christian piety z 
our dissenting brethren, aud would not debar them from one christian priviles*s 
but would freely say, respecting every ordinance and blessing ; “ come jn the 
blessed of the wherefore sudest thou without.” : 
But if no confidence be placed in our most sincere declarations of christi@” 
regard to our unbaptized brethren, we feel a consolation in adopting the languas® 
of the Apostle, 2 Cor. i. 12. Our rejoicing is this, the testimony of our consc#?™ » 
that in simplicity and godly sincer'ty,not with fleshly wisdom, but by the gra of 
God see have our conversation inthe world,and more abundantl yto youwat ’ 
We shall now offer an apology for our noncompliance with open communio”s 
and then our reasons for a close communion will lie before you. 
Open or unrestrained communion at the table of the Lord, we deem imp 
for christian society in general; because it is impulitic, in jurious, & impractic es 
It is impolitic. There is certainly such a thing as ecclesiastical, as well a8 civil 
policy. Different denominations of christians, have their different laws, ordi 
nances, and rules, for the regulation of their own internal and relative concer 
Aud there surely must be a manifest impropriety. when any one of those soci®” 
ties shall adopt measures, and pursue a course of conduct, tending to subvert 
render abortive their own mode of disciplines and at the same time to sanct 
other modes of government, contrary to their own view, of what is propels fo 
agospel church. For instance, suppose some denominations of christians ” 
tinue in their communion, persons, who allow themselvas in certain amusewm@™ 
called mnocent, as cards, dice, backgammon, &c. followed not by way of en 
bling, but merely as amusements. Suppose others to fellowshi those who vA 
their children to a dancing school, and who, perhaps, scdenialitlte visit the >® 
reom themselves. Su other churches to have drunkards enrolled in ther 
number, and yet their frequent intoxication forms no obstruction to their com 
munion. On the other hand, as is certainly the case, suppose churches or soci’ 
ties whose moral discipline is so strict that they will not suffer those things? 
their members, but on pain of excommunication. Let it be farther su »posed, fe 
it is possible, and in the present imperfect state, highly probable, that certal® 
members of the churches last alluded to, have indulged’ themselyes in the fort 
mentioned practices. They have been accused, brought to trial, and expelled 
by their brethren, in their own respective communions; and yet those very bre 
n who united in the sentence of the church against them, will go and coms. | 
mune with those in other societies, who are constantly living in the habitual pra® 
tice of the same offences. How must these excommunicants feel, when thé 
hehold their vrethren who have censured them, countenancing others, more g4" 
- “than themselves, and sanctioning vices worse than theirs, because habitually 
S)__ sisted in! Is not this to partake of other mens? sins? Justify in our practice? 
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what we condemn in principle. Harden the hearts of habitual offenders? Cre- 
ate suspicion in the minds of our excommunicated brethren, of our sincerity ip 
opposing sin, and thus arm them against the censure of the church, under which 
they are laid? 

But free or open communion is improper, because it is injurious. It is inju- 
rious to the peace of christian society, and even to the existence of christian 
friendship. As men, we feel ourselves citizens of the world, and feel we are 
hound. by this relation, to love all mankind. 

This sentiment glows with equal ardour in the breasts of Europeans, Asiaticks, 
Africans and Americans, and yet who is there, that is not aware of the injurious 
tendency of mingling these together in the same civil society, each possessing all 
his national prejudices in favour of his own particular manners, customs, laws, 
government, &c? We love the subjects of European governments while they 
form no part of the community to which we belong; but should they come and 
form a settlement amongst us, with all their national prejudices, we should im- 
mediately feel the injurious tendency of such an association. It would wound 
our feelings in time of peace, to hear sentiments advanced in opposition to our 
own government; but in a state of warfare we should view such citizens, as far 
more injurious than the invading foe. We are pleased with the British, in Bri- 
tain, the French, in France, but are persuaded that neither without a change of 
sentiment, would ever make good citizens of our country, or agreeable neighbours 
tous. Thus as christians, we love christians of every name and society. But 
who does not know that an attempt to force them to an unnatural communion 
and intercourse with each other, has proved a means of jealousy, contention, and 
animosity, that has occasioned mutual pain and uneasiness. Envying and strife 
haye ensued, and where these are (saith the Apostle) there is confusion and eve- 
ry evil work. So that while it has the name of communion, the true nature of 
the thing is destroyed, which leads us 

To observe, that free or open communion is improper, because it is imprae- 
ticable. It never yet could be established. Different societies have attempted 
it; but how long has it continued ? Declarations are made that all are welcome 
to come. But how many are influenced by them? A vast a-do has been made 
about it, and great reproach has fallen on some christians, becanse they will not 
Join in the great design of uniting all societies in one community. But where 
are the siadher effects of this great stir? Let our brethren give us a sample of 
this blessed union; we see it not! The fact is, no such union has been established. 
So that setting aside the Baptist Society altogether, we ask, where is the union 
or communion of other societies, It exists in conversation, but not in action, 
in profession but not in practice. Like human life, it #s a vapour that appeareth 
for a litile time, and then vanisheth away. 

But some friendly eiteiocs persons of different congregations have thought 
there might be established a select communion. Ora communion of those only inthe 
different churches, whose bfe and conversation must be acknowledged unexcep- 
tionable. ‘This plan, however plausible it may appear, would intreduce such 
invidious distinctions as would inevitably disturb the minds of a number of in- 
dividuals, of every community. Communities being composed of indiyiduals, 
that which would wound the feelings and reputation of one, would unquestion- 
ably have a very unpleasant effect on the minds of all. Churches consequently 
would feel themselves slighted and disrespected. in the slight and disrespect 
shown to some of their nembers, supposed to be disorderly at such communion 
seasons. Mutual discontent would unavoidably arise, thata conduct should be 
pursued, on these occasions, evidently tending to swell the minds of communi- 
cants one against another, and so by this general union, destroy that particular 
communion which the members of individwal churches, should ever maintain 
among themselves, in their own respective societies. Nowis it easy to discover 
how disagreeable circumstances, of this nature, can be prevented ; unless it be, 
bY throwing open our doors to an universal communion; in which case we shall 
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The church will be lost in the world, | it will be impossible to distinguish 
the world from the church. 

In addition to this, let it be remarked, that the members of chnrehes are ad- 
monished to exercise @ wateh-eare and strict discipline among themselves 
See Lev. xix. 47. Matth. xviii. 15, 16, 17. 1 Cor. iii. 16,17. Also the whole 
of the fifth chapter, of the same epistle, and 2 Thess. iii. 6. ‘Turn to these pas- 
sages, carefully read them, and then say, if the necessary regulations and du- 
ties there recommended, can, with propriety be exercised towards any, except: 
ing those who have given themselves members to partieular charches for those 
godly purposes. According to our view of the subject, which we also thit 
corresponds with the scriptures; one eharch has no more authority ove? ihe 
anembers of another, than one of our states has a right to hold dominion 10. 4? 
over the citizens of another. Of course our wisest and most religious co” uct 
will be, to study the regulations and duties of the particular eharehes to whieh 
we belong, that we may live in peace and love among ourselves ; and not at 
dempt that whieh has hitherto been found impractieable ; lest while keepers? 
the vineyards of others, we shall have to lament, that our own viney®! 
have not kept. 

Once more. An unrestrained free communion, consisting of a namber of per 
sons of different religious seutiments, &c. must be spiritually a breach of ihe 
regulations laid down for God’s ancient professing people, whieh as the Apo 
tle remarks with regard to mazzling the ox, were not written for ther *4 ad 
alone, but for us.also 1. Cor.ix. 9. 0. “For whatsoever was writien aforetim® 
was wrilten for our “learning.” Thus saith the Lord. Lev. xix. 19. “ 1° 
shalt not sow thy field with mingled seed: neither shall a garment mingled & 
linen and woollen come upon thee.” | 

Dent. xxii. 10. “ Thou shalt not plough with an ox, and an ass togethe" 
And what saith the new Testament? “© Be ye not unequally yoked together 

W here unions or communions take place among persons of religious sen 
ments so strangely different as those of many professed ehristians, a stra” 
language must be produced, neither distinetly that of Israel or Ashdod, 
the Jews language, but aecording to the language of each people, as Neh. xiil- 
23, 24.—This confusion of sentiment has hitherto preeluded the possibility ° 
any durable communion even among those christian congregations that profes 
te be decidedly in favour of the plan and who severely censure the Bast" 
for a non-complianee. But why should we be censured for standipe at a is 
fance. and net encagine in the work when we see that the builders of this mig!” 
ty fabric cannot for any length of time even understand one another. UL! us 
Bee their professed principle reduced to practice among themselves, that we 
may be admonished not only by word, but by the more powerful influent? 4 
their example. ‘ 

It is well known that some of the most zealous odvocates for free of ope 
communion at the Lord’s table, have accused some christian societies, of jal 

an ge horrible to reflect on, which as some have warmly said orig’! 
ted in bell, and would lead thither those who embrace avd are influence? ° 
them. Such as, God’s appointing persons to salvation and damnation, fro 
all eternity irrespective of their characters, dispositions, and hehayiours that 
Christ died but for a part of mankind, and that those for whom he died, ha¥ 
nothing to do, beeause Christ bath, for their salvation done all for them. ! jat 
was needful. Now admitiing that our opponents helieve these charges af 
founded in truth, how ean they be sincere in desiring us to commune wit 
them ? If they certaiuly believe their own statement to be correct, one would 
suppose it mast be highly gratifying to them, to have nothivg to do witha set 
of people so frightfully errovecus. But the Baptists hold no such septimen!™ 
They are as far from helieving them, as theyare from believing that any hapP? 
communion, at the Lord's table, can resalt, from an association of person® 


maintarn such various, and such opposite opinions, as are found amons 
| Eigious societies, who to he friendly to this practice. **! of 


Sagether execpt they be agreed.” Amos. iti. u. 
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Hitherto we have only ndekagnes i, shew the impropriety of open com- 
munion, as it respects Christian Societies in general, We shall now exhibit that 
impropriety with regard to the Baptists in particular. ‘This will appear 

1. By reflecting on the nature and design of the mission of John the Baptist : 
viz. to make ready a people prepared for the Lord, Luke i. 17. or to make ready 
a people for the Kingdom of Christ, or for the Gospel Church. How was this 
design accomplished? See Matt. iii.1.5,7. “In those days came John the 
Baptist preaching in the wilderness of Judea, and saying. repent, ye: for the 
Kingdom of Heaven is at hand. Then went out to him Jerusalem and all Judea, 
and all the region round abont Jordan, and were baptized of him in Jordan, con- 
fessing their sins.” This is called the beginning of the Gospel, Mark, i. 1, 2, 3,4. 
This was the original patern given for preparing persons for a pest & Church 
States and the ordinance of the Lord’s Supper, being confessedly a church ordi- 
nance; the baptists, of course, entertaining this view of things, must act extreme- 
ly improper were they to practice open communion. — For, in such a communion 
persons are recerved who were never made ready for the Lord. or for a Gospel 
Church according tothe original plan; hence in their reception there must be a 
violation of the well known rule, “see that thou do al! things according to the 
pattern shown thee:in the mount;” which precept will apply to the law from 
Mount Zion, equally as to that of Mount Sinai, 

2. ‘The impropriety of Baptists uniting in an open or general communion will 
appear by considering how Christ received his disciples. In Juhn iv. 1. itis said 
he made them disciples and then baptizedthem. See this confirmed by John, iii. 
22,25, 25,26. Hence we infer, if our Saviour received persons to communion 
with himself by the administration of this ordinance, it cannot he improper for 
the baptists to adopt the same mode. and follow the same unerring example in 
receiving persons to communion in the Church of Christ, now, in the present day. 
“For hereunto are ye called. because Christ also suffered for us, leaving Us an ex- 
ample that ye should follow his steps.” 1 Pet. ii. 21. 

3. It is improper for the baptists to practice open communion becatise “in the 
beginning it was not so.” These were the words of our Lord when the Jews en- 
quired, if it were lawful for a man to put away his wife for every cause? Our 
Saviour replied, Muses, for the hardness of your hearts, suffered you — 
them away, but “in the beginning it was notso,” bringing them back to the first 
institution of marriage. The question is now asked. is it lawful for ersons bap- 
tized and unbaptized to break bread together at the table of the Lord? Wereply 
that 2 number of pious persons have submitted to it, “ But in the beginning it 
was not so.” 

1. In the beginning it was not so in the original institution of this ordinance. 
The best institutions are liable in the course of time to suffer some of the most 
injarious alterations or changes from their original design, 

It is therefore necessary frequently to recur to their first establishment imor- 
der to preserve their purity according to their original intention. ‘This is re- 
markably true in the'present case :—At the first institution of the Lord’s Supper, 
it is presumable that there were none present but baptists or baptized persons, 
It has been made a question with some people whether the disciples of our sa- 
viour were baptized. We offer our reasons for believing that they were not 
unbaptized. 


1. If they were not haptized, they were not prepared for the Lord 2ccording 
to the ministry of his forerunner or messenger, John the baptist. See the re- 
mark above. 

2. If they were not baptized, they did not follow the footsteps of their divine 
master.—See Matt. iii. 13, 14, 15, 16, 17. 

8. If they were net baptized, the ministry of Christ had not the same effect 
on them that it had on others. See Luke, vii. 29..« And all the people that heard 
him, and the publicans, justified God, being baptized with the baptism of John.’ 

Query. Were not the disciples among those obedient ones that heard him ? 
And if so, were they not baptized atthis. or at some other period of his ministry ? 


faith and repextance. ‘The on 


‘ 

Notwithstanding we thus give our sake with christian candourand affection, 
still the demand is kept up for open communion. Some of our christian breth- 
ren will not commune with such as they deem unbaptized, and yet they complain 
that we are cruel in not communing with them. On which side the cruelty hes, 
let the impartial judge. Our brethren know that we esteem nothing christian 
baptism, that falls short-of burying a believer in water, in the name of the sacred 
Prinity. And yet they demand of us to do that which they themselves will not, 
viz. that we should break bread.in communion with unbaptized persons. 

Some will reply, bat we have been baptized as well as you. Weask when 
were you baptized ? They reply, in our infancy. We answer this is the point in 
debate, and which must be settled before ever we can commune together, You 
afhrm, we deny, only prove from the New Testament the existence of any bap- 
tism, before a profession of faith and repentance, and the debate is at an end. 
This has never yet been done, and we are confident never will. The ancient 
reformers in the Protestant Episeopalian church, having proposed the following 
question, “ what is required of persons to be baptized po and having replied ae- 
cording to the scripture ** repentance whereby they forsake sin and faith, where- 
by they steadfastly believe,” immediately felt their difficulty, “ why then said 
they, are infants baptized when by reason of their tender age they cannot Pe 
form them 2” That is, when by reason of their tender age they cannot perform 
( ly reply that appeared to them in any way con- 
Sistant with the scripture was, %& because they promise them both by their sure- 
ties’ clearly proving that in their view repentance and faith were indispensible 


in this ordinance. In this we perfectly agree with that church and the New Tes- 


tainent supports us both. ‘The only dfficulty between us is, whether the pre- 
lly exercised ? or wheth- 


requisites of repentance and faith must not be persona 


. &r they can be admitted by proxy? 


The church having explained the ordinance of baptism immediately enters on 
the Lord’s Supper, fully proving what we contend for, that according to the or- 
der of the gospel, baptism is first te be submitted to, and then the commumon 
60 be received. 

It has long been lamented by some of the most pious prelat 
ngland, that the sacred ordinance of the Lord's Supper, has been prostituted into 
acivil oath, [tis also to be lamented,that many dissenters from us, and from that 
church have overlooked the true intention of baptism according to the new tés- 
tament and haye changed it into.a kind of an oath or vow made by parents to 
ring up their children, in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. A duty to-. 
Wards our offspring, that we sineerely wish both they and ourselves,may perform 
With greater strictness than ever we have yet done. 

But why must the sacred ordinance of baptism, be thus changed and prostitu- 
ted, to lay parents:under an obligation, that they are equally under, without suck 
i oath or vow ? They speak of the advantages and blessings attending the bap- 
tism of infants. but where is the blessedness they speak of ? Are’ not all parents 
equally bound by the laws of Christ, thus to bring up their children? Can an 
Sath or vow not required, add any thing to the obligatiom? Our law requires ho- 
Nesty and condemns thelt. Would any person add to the obligation he is under 
to keep this law, by voluntarily going to a magistrate, and making oath that he 
will not steal, but that he will conduct himself honestly, towards his neighbours, 
and the community to which he belongs? Would not this unrequired service be- 

ray a suspicion in himself, ofhis own honesty, in that he would invent new 
Methods of obligation, not found in the law. * Let no man beguile you of your 
teward in a voluntary humility.” Col. ii. 13. Who hathyequired this at your 
dP Isa. i.” 2 
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We now repeat once more where is the cruelty between us? Is it in us, whe 
candidly siy, that, though we love our christian brethren of every name, and re2 
exercise forbearance with them, yet cannot mamune with them, by breaking 
> breadyuntil they follow the order of the gospel, or is it in thase whe woala com 
pel us to acknow ledge, that their prostitution of baptism 1s carstan baptism - 
self, and who censure us, because we will not sacrifice our prinerpic and con 
" seience-to gratify them 2” 2s an 
aw, But some of our dissenting christian brethren, remark, it is the Lord's tab y 
and therefore you have no right to refuse. We reply, it is for this very rease® 
wedo refuse. Were it our table all would be welcome. bot as it is the Lord’> | 
» table, we must abide by the laws of his house. and have respect to those prere 
> q@uisitesin the guests thatare ineluded in the invitation. Remember. bretuew 
one is represented present, not having on the wedding garment. He is not ¢4 
led an enemy or traitor, and yet the master of the house, says * friend haw co™- 
est thomin hither, not having on the weddinggarment.”” There + » nreparatio” 
necessary for the cherch below, as well as for that above, and we must learn bow 
to behave ourselves in the house of God, which is the charch of the living Go 
thé pillar and ground of truth. 1. ‘Tim. iii. 15. Some of our brethren have 53's 
we will not differ with you about baptism, only let us commune together, a” 
you may perform baptism as you please. This is surely very accommoe? 
ting. But it reminds us of a certain Lady of this accommédating turn, |. King* 
iii. 16—27.“and she was willing to have the child dieded.” But jt must no be 
forgotten that the true legitimate parent would agree to no such accommodatio™™ 
She regarded the life of the child. , 
> . Some will still repeat, are we not christians as well as you ? Why ther will 
_ you not cat and drink with us, at the table of the Lord ? We repeat also, beca¥*® 
| we do not find in the scripture any communion previous to baptism, The lane 


e guise of that prophet, was very plausible and very kind. “ Come,’ said be, CS 
> to this amount) « 1am a prophet of the Lord as well as you, and the Lord h8™ 
sshewn me, that you may eat and drink with me.” 1. Kings xiii. 


Bat the other had reecived his orders from a higher souree, and ought pot 
> to have departed from them. 


_  » Finally, we wish you brethren to keep the ordinances of the Lord's how? 


- 


vas they are delivered to us. Reflect therefore, frequently oa the natare 2 
» design of those ordinances, baptism points out our spiritual death, burial ™ 
) resurreetion, with Christ our Lord, and keeps in memory the relations of de" 
) tothe human family, as a Father to bless, a Redetther to save, and a Spirit 
. sanctify poor enslaved and polluted sinners, and the ordinance of the supP® 
é eeps in memory ihe whole character of Jesus. with all he undertosk and ex 
ecuted for cuilty man, “do this (said he) in remembrance of me. for as of ae 
you take of this bread, aud drink of this eup, ye do shew forth the Lorl* 
‘fillbe come.” | ; 


Ready for the press, and will soon be printed,“ BIBLE HISTORY,” one 
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